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UNIVERSITY REFORM -IN QUEBEC: THE STRIKE AT LAVAL 1976

“~

.

ﬁ%gher education in Quebec has always differed from that in the rest

of Canada; Its beginnings in the seventeenth centur;\(well over a.century

‘before the first English Canadian colleoe) dxew on French models, whereas
&Q .

' the English colleges naturally turnea‘go Oxford_and Cambridge in the first

instance. While the English Canadian colleges were visibly influenced by

their Scottish and American counterparts in the latter half of the nine-
A v &
teenth century, Quebec colleges remained" firmly entrenched in the pure

' % - "
classicism of pre-revolutionary France until'well into the twentieth

“
-

cn ' g
|

The Roman Catholic Church has always been a.major influence behind

French Canadian colleges (and until .ten years ago, fqrma11x3so).2 The

. . >
forerunner of Quebec's oldest university was a seventeenth century Jesuit

4

foundation, -and after becoming 1'Université Laval in 1852, it received a

charter frgm.the Pqpe'(in 1870) as well as one from nggn Victéria. Under

. Churchn control} a, tradition of firm paternalistic authoritarianism arose,

g

which Lhe expandlng\univerSLty admlnistratlon of the last thirty years

.steadily exploited for its own self-aggrandizement Witq Church backirg,
[3 « ' .

ﬁhis could be carried off successfully, put after formal Church control

of Laval, ceased -in 1965, at a time when the uhiversit& (and thus the

3
LN o * . .

\

’

I am extremely grateful to Professor Robert Demers of the Laval University
Law Faculty, and SPUL Secretary for that Faculty, for giving generously of
his time to discuss the strike with me at length. My thanks- are "also due

to SPUL itself, which made available to me 3 large number of strike leaflnts
and other documents. -

o

*

As a .shorthand device, I use the term Quebec ecolleges or univérsities in
this paper to refer to the French ones, un%gss otherwise stated.
2 The JFrench unlmersitiesfwere urged to give up their pon®£ical charters -
- by the Parent Commission in 1966. Robert M. Gill, Universities. and Develop- )
ment in>Quebec, Ph.D. thesis, Duke University,/1976 p. 80. ‘ -

E.)




adninistration also) was expanding more than ever, the faculty began -
quickly to resent the ruie of bureaucrats over their affairs.
Major changes had been set in motion by the 1963 Roya1°Commission
>
Tﬁi resulting~report)recommended .
:_"“ -~ the setting-up of quite new institutions, the CEGEPs,* to prepare high . ?
school students fbr un1versity entry. This\yas ‘g move towards demo-

. o >
- . B

N of Inquiry into Education in Quebgc;

s cratlsing access to higher education and was followed by a significant
increase in the student intake. So rapid was the ‘rise in numbers. that
_the government founded a new multi- campus univer51ty in 1969 1'Uniwver=""

5
’ - N » /

t sité du~0uebec, .to cope with the situation. The concomitant expansion

S L

of faculty led overall to a lowerino of the average age of professors,

»  and tnis combined with a weakenlng of the loyalty. to the institution, ¢
.z, l ~

i

the sense of belonging, which had pervaded the old, small, single-campus

- - ~

colleoes, probably made the new faculty less intrinsioally hostile to "

the idea of unionization. There was, moreover, .much to create a feeling

» . of insecurity. oUniversity'expansion had led to budéetary economies on
. _ the salary sidel 'Professors'

ot : '
1960—70, compared to a 14b% rise for secondary teachers.

salaries increased only 537 in the decade

At the end of

P v

£

4

- - the sixties, Quebec professors’

salaries were 5% lower than their col-

-~

leagues in Ontario, yet by 1971-72, they were 17.37 behind.

Not only .

. \
S that, but the rating of the professots salary above the average earnings 1
- in~Quebec had dimlnished by 157 in a decade;3 This did, of\ course,
.o~ gt . B i o

- % . . ’ '
. ? . . ’
A 4t o , - ’
- * v . .
-

. Colleoes d Enseignement General et Drofessionel o A
S 3~Andre c. Cooe, ""La Syndicalisatioﬁ des Profasseurs d,Université a8
5 Quebec," in Universities and the Lav, Legal Research Institute of the

Unlversity ot Manitoba 19T3, p. 29.
39’0 * '

. 3- A




©

correct a previously rather high imbalance; yet could not but give the
] -

impression that faEulgy salaties wer%(beiné whittled away by a penny-~ .

pinching government., - : s —
) ¥

- -
+

¢ . . }

It was quite plain that the Quebec legislature was playing an in-
¢ . o ) )

creasingly intrusive role in the affairs of the universities. To ﬁegin

., with, it demanded strict accountability of the vast sums of money now
being poured info'the higher ‘education sector. Whereas the government .

" had provided only 48% of the Quebec universities' 1961-62 budget of .

-

$39 million, its shafe of the burden had increased ten yéars later to
78% of what noW amounted to a $288 million budget,4 Ever since the’
c:eation in,1964 by the Quebec Education Ministry of the Direction

k)

Cénérale de 1'nnse101ement Supérieur (bIGES) as a budgetary watchdog,

the erosion of university autonoqy_became_increésingly clear. . " ¢

Vo—one could say, howezsg, tﬂht the structure of academic govern-

' - T e v

ment~had_stagnated at Laval. In many ways it was a leader of the field.(

The 1956 Duff-Berdahl Report responding to, danadian faculty complaints

about their non—involvement, recommended/their inclusion on governing
»

bodies:5 aF Laval, this was already established praczice, and re-affirmed

by the\miétéixties revision of the university charter.6 In 1972, an

.
*
il
.
A

4 Ibidem. ' !

.
*

. : . .

> Sir James Duff and Robere 0. Berdahl, Univensi;; Governmeé&,in Canada, !
Report of a Commission sgonsored by the Canadian Assdciation 6f University
Teachers and the Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada, . -
University of To:;nto~Press, 1966, P. 21f£. .

«.’

Barbara Burnia¥iirms >that this set a precedent for the French Canadian
universities. Barbara ‘B. Burn, Higher Education in Nine Countries:
A Comoarative Study of Colleges.and bniversities Aoroad Carnegié Commission
on Higner Education, 1971, _p. 103. ' . e .
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unusuz ll: liberal process Mor the selectlon of the rector was introdpced |

° ”
¢ .

# at Laval. Mo longer an ynlimited appoincnent, it became an elected posi-

’

”

- tion (cf five-years' tenufej %h de bv aw electOfal college composen of

menbers of the governing body, and yﬁ/the teaching and unon~teaching staff.

i f. 1)
. hree-cuarters 6f the colleﬁe s hﬁndred members were elected by their.
. ‘/ "k
’ ) ‘peers, which however d1d not preven a prepondéfanca of adminiotfators

J /,\
: 7 < : : .
in this body. Yet while Laval appeared té6 be 1ead1ng the way in some .
~ o . 1
areas of depocratisation, the faculty felt a growing insecurity vis-3-vis
an increasingly powerful administration, whicl was perceived as playing

i

‘to their own, or to the provincial government's tune, but certaialy not,

4

. to the faculty's.

- ) In 1969, the concept of .a "recognized association" was deleted'ffom

. . 5 : .

the Quebec Labour Code. Thenceforth onT?\)accredited" assoc1ations could
* 1) a

enJoy the legal right to neﬁotiatlon Thus any agreement betveen a uni-

versity gnd an unofficial body, such as the FAPUQ which had for some

yeat@ had dcallncs with both DIGES and CR“PDQ, could be declared legally

. " invalid. In'this situation, FAPUQ yrged its constituent groups to press

for the accreditation of upion atatus. It was believed (rightly) that

i r
. . v <

many professors would now/supporf unionization despite the tradition '*

/ - “ *

against it in universities, partly because 6f their growing insecurity
1 0 unive y > ! :

/

’ and .partly because the recgnt unionization of bhysicians and lawyers in

.
- ”
* - .

. N » *
* : '
. @  Frédération des Associations de Professeyrs d'Universit@s du Québec.
Conférence des Recteurs.et Principaux deS Universités du Québeo.

. Py " -

) v
7 R.S. Harris, "The Universities of Canada," Commonwealth Universities
Yearbook 1976: A Directory to the Universities of the Commonwealjd ond
the Handbook of their Asooclatlon London 1976, Vol 2, p. 732.

i

s

-

o

o R v \- .




Quebec hAd.ﬁemonstrete thar it was’no longer disreputab}e'for.a bro-

fessionai Terson to belpng to-a union.: o L

‘The ‘,wé'y in ,whiﬁh unionization proceeded was, however,, entirély

P
- . S ‘

s ’h%phazard There occurred, as one commentator has described it, a

‘balkanisation of bargaining units..‘Thug many singie feculties% and

even groqps within a Faculty, attempted to form their own union. There

.

were several reasons for thig: in the first place, there was still a '

%

fear that university-wide support would be insufficient to claim repre-
. . . . . e ., . . w v
sentation for all proféssors. En some cases, a, Faculty feared that its

3 - .

members would be the losers if.gbliged to barégin alongside their col-

. In particular,'pne highly paid

leagues tﬁroughont the nniversity.

. -~

[

- LY ‘ .
members of Law and Medical Faculties’ realised that a negotiated lowest -~

- - . ' . ’ .
* common dencminator of salaries woulJ do them sevefe findncial. harm.
' o . . - . . . ) . e

_ The preliminary confusion may be illustrated by the example of

engineering facnlfylin Quebec. The first "accredited" essociation in

. — i . y . .
- the province was that of the engineering professors in the University of .

’

Sherbrooke's.Faculty.of Applied Science.  However, a#perallel Attempt by

their cnlleagues in the engineering denartments of the UnivefSité du

Québec 2 Trcis—Riviéres (UQTR) in October 1970 was turned d down in favour

v’
of a concurrent request for accreditation for a university~wide union.

)

~ Meanwhile, Laval University engineering professors won their claim for

-

. 4
LR

separate accreditation at about the sahe time. Iégtheir caée, the uni-

—_— .

. .versity appealed the decision. The Labour Tribunal decided, acting on

N . .
the precedent of the UQTR case, that the persons in question were not'g

’ . . " N

so much engineers as they wete professors, and that therefore a . union of

5 - - ”,
-

the professors in,the university was more appropriate fof representatioﬁal
. . -

4 —

[ . ) . . .

4 ~

Y

-~




¢ ) ' ) }
purposes than a vqQluntary associatiof on the basis of proféssional -

- .

interests. This shut the door on unionization of deparxmentai groups

e \

.

within a Faculty. A 1972 commission decided similarly to reject thﬁ

~

applicétioﬁs of six Fagulties at- the Universitg de Sherbrooke for

separate accreditations on three grounds: the structure of the uni-

versity was such that they all served the same "employdr'; the various

-
. 2

Faculties really possessed a commonalify of interests; and separate

unions would not be conducive te industrial peace in the university at
large: rather, the existence of a multiplicity of different collective

agreements would lead to constant renegotiation and probably ill feeling

x

‘not only vis-3-vis the university, but between the Facul;ies'theﬁsélyes,
‘Although the climate of academic opinion was now less hostile to
. . . . t
the idea of unions, this did @ mean that the Laval professors clamoured

< . . . ‘
to set-one up. There were of course always minor grievances which a per-
4 Ed

manent negotiating body might more efficiently take care of as the nead
& . : a . {

arose, but there were no real.issues to act as a catalyst. The growing

- ——

uneasiness of the faculty was however gradually.gxpléitéd by a certain

.
s <

group of junior faculty (several leaders of which hailed from France,

and were well-versed in radical academic politics) in order to gain broad

faculty support for an official union..

.

There were three main areas of concern, which affected particularly

<the junior faculty. In 1976, Robin Harris ‘was able to write of Canada in

v
s

general: 7 . '
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< - -

Today there is great variation from university to .
university in the procedure for cdbtaining tenure
, though in all cases it is carefully spelt out.... .

The gran:ing of tenure is almost invariably made )
on the recommendation of a committee appointe¢ for -
the purpose. 9 ‘ .

A

Not so, at Lavall ﬂiﬁgfdeﬁartmenfs and facglties used a hodge—po&ge of
procedures_;anginé‘g;OQ,full consultatioe to almost none. T@e.machiﬁer&
was theée, but onvihe!wéoleljgéade gf deparﬁment and deans tended\to
neglect fe&malised cellegiai c%ﬁsulﬁation, and -make appointments and
:prémotions on theifiow; i;eividpal autﬁority:ih the name.éf'speed and

"

efficiency.lo The faculty.ﬁelt left out of personnei decisions, and
alienated from their departmental head, who, thbggh also a professor,

. . L4

often” idermtified once he had become a bureaucrat,'they felt, more with

|

an administrative'%xkps d'élite' of the University than with his

@ .
colleagues in the departnent.11 . . ?.‘f:u”m_

The absence of collegial governance was closely allied to the

second contern: the -extremely precarious position of the untenured

, =

~ faculty. .There was no fixed period of probation, and an.assistant pro-

™

fessor might in extreme cases be <kept waiting for up to ten years for a
[y . -
terure decision. Moreovex, there-was nq'mechanism for appeal -against

. X, ot
dismissal.. Indeedjzit was clear that the high turnover of assistant
. . ( .

" praf@ssors, without the-granting of tenure was often a deliberate and
3 LI — . 8

s N

arbitrarily applied budgetary‘&evice, which showed little concern for

. 8 . .
' S s o . g
. . -
. . '

P , .
. 9 . L -

Harris, P. " 787, ' g o I
10 &t Laval there are 50. departments and 12 faculties. In those faculties
which do not subdivide into departments (e.g., law and ‘theglogy), tha

‘dean performs the function ‘of the head of department.
Iy ¢ -
11’ SPUL, leaflet 'La Gréve 3 Laval," 1 December 1976, p. 2.

a~ *
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4. .
) * L : y N s ‘v . K3 .; - N
*ndividual scholastic merits, to save the University the higher salacies

of tenuged pogitions. o ‘ . .

Tnirdly, there was- at Laval no fixed salary scale, thoagh it 'was the

4 -~ -

last Quebec university to Jack one.12 Each fagul:y member received a

salary individually determined by his dean, with random supplementary '

énoluments at the latter's ﬂiscretion.13 Thus it was not, uncommon for
. . . - -

. 3

the salaries of professors with the same qualifications, age and experiZnce

to differ By as nuch as $8,QOO-—$10,OOO.14 Women professors receivedzl%ss

.
»

as a matter of course. , . - ’ o

o~
.2

- N
Wherecas Msgr. AlpHOﬂse-Warie Parent, himself a fd;mer‘rector of Laval

the internal administrative structure, where’ proiéssors
~_ have théir say in .the administration of universities,
, is likely to change~completely the type of relationship
. existing between administration and professors, a rela~
tionghip thus ceasing to be one af employer and enployee...,
I 4 LN

15°

his own’Universitg Laval was one of the last places where this was "to occuri

-
]

' It was on 11 July 1974 that a gréﬁp of Laval professors applied to

the Ouebac Ministry 6f Labor for accreditation of a faculty undon. .Thisa

-

- request was granted oh'31 Januawy 1975 at which time the Sypdicat des

.
A

. Profcqqeurs de 1' Universite Laval (SPUﬁ) was officially acknowledged as

;he rep:esentative and bargaining agent of-the faculty. Both SPUL an d'

* :
. . PR, g - .
“ * . ’
. N .

12 SPUL broadsheet "Au fil de la negociation," 1 Seﬁtember 1976, p. 4

13 ”He amount of. the salary was racified ultinately by the vice—rectoz for

acadenit affairs. ‘ "

14 "La Gréve K Lavif*kﬁl“December 1976, p. 15. . .
(3 ’ .

Alphonse—Marie Parent "Patterns of .Ccllaboration," Goverrments and the e

" Universitv: The 1965~York University Frank Gerstein Lectures, Toronto/

New York 1860-, p.,63. T '

¢ ., " IS - '
o | 12 N

15
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the University had aiready set. up committees in,the autumn of 1974 to

L)

* prepare for the negotiation of a general contract between University
Vae-not until May 1975 ‘that’ formal meetings between -
the two sides took place. At a meeting on 6 November 1975, the union f‘\\

- )

and faculty, but it

. présq@ted its plan. fbr~a collectlJe agreement which was accorded a .

" A ]
Yot ~

formal geply on the patt of, the’ Un;versity only on 19 February 1976.
A
e . N N . - AN N
Clearly, the'University was_ in nro hurry to comnit itself.
- . N LI N . "\ * . R . N " . . . .“ .
Indeed, the administratioh had meanwhile been busily preparing its

.defensive action against the probabile restrictions of its own authority
—~ ¥ ~ [ - :

-

which faculty unionization&(and in panticular, a jodntly neéotiated )

collectxve aoreement) would brino THe Quebec Comp{:tee of Vice—Rectors

i »l

of Academic Affairs circulatnd a number of confidential memoranda in

preparation for the formulation ‘of mandates to the Conference of Rectors \

LI -

and Principals of the Universitles of Quebec (CQEPUQ), concernlng the

e Suggested basis for-negotiations w1th unions, which-werF at this time

- s .
fotming at a number of Quebec“univerSitles. It declared in these its
. » -"ﬁ 2R

intention that "the. unaon must not be allowed legally orztbaoretically

/ RN
to be’ present in’ any official sfructure," in othér vwords its status of

.
) . "~

an outsider was to be-maintained.16

.o

It was viewed as a rather unpleasanc
{ - °

v

r'

EEIN

accepted as a necesgsary component. The committee saw the uniong as”a
¢ - M S . N
I . ’ . i . .

1 N f P R LER »

’

This and .the follow1nv extracts from SPUL leafl°t "Mandates for the
" Conference of Rectors and Prlncaoals of .the Universities of Quebec
{CREPUQ) Re::a*dlno Laob*rRelations with Lhe.Academic Stﬂff " November
. 1976. The documents werd l°aked tofSPUL at a crucial périod of the
.strike, negotiations. Also printed in Le Syndidalisme Universitaire
et 1'Etat par un colléctif.d” universitaires (Introducﬁion by Andre ’
Vidricaire), Montreal 1977, pp. 187-205. ° . Lo

is-

o R
- - - n =~ - L - «

sore on the‘university corpus, regretfully to be tolerated but.not to be
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jndgment on the faculty as teachers ‘and researchers. .

w oG

o ) c - T ':',,/]:d - ° ’ . I

» .

L N .

N .
.

A . o

3 .
[— .

thireat tq "the realizafion of the university's mission”
Everything possible should be done in order to ensure
quality education and maintain the ‘highest standards
through ‘its programs and by the research which it - ;mw
-, authorizes. On this'demand, no compromise is possible, .. . -
and the university - through, its administrators - is .
the guarantor. high standards must be protected from i )
- 7 preJudicial attacks. (My emﬁhasis - GJG).

.

The admlnwstrators wera absolutely tlear on the question of job selectibn,
. ‘\

- © o

S
g-

that "hiring 1s a management prerogative of the university." The docu- J
ments' reveal; that there was no intention of modifying sighificantly the

~

contentious practice of tenure and promotional review by giving the

professors' peers greater weight than the administration:
1£ the evaluation process is an instrument of university
management, it becomes paradoxical and can lead to ton-
fusion for a body composed of a majority of unionized ‘
professors to exercise this function. Therefore, the
evaluation committee should be composed.either of anm, .
equal number or a majority of university(—*i e.s : N
management - representatives.. In practice the evaluators

would be competent in¢the1professor s particular disci-

pline, but half or a majority (depending on the formula

=chnsen) of the evaluation committee should hold adminisg-

B < trative positions ard thus would not be unionized. ;

) -

It wadiprecisely the argument of SPUL that the administrators,

. .

Cut osf e

from teac‘\.na and research, were no longer fully competent to pass ..

AL o
°

) The “painfully slow pace of negotlations in the Spring of 1976 led

»

“the union to conclude that the University was seekino to delay the col~

lective agteement for as long as possiblg Faced with virtually no

progress, SPUL: delivered a detailed proposal for a, salary aoreement to

x, o

the University on 21° May 1976, and demanded arbitration. The Un vorsity
., . o 1

signalled its intention to suspend tal

z b8

by the provincial government. When no announcement had- been made withia

;;

S O

until the arbitrator was selected _




-
.

N . - ’
-a month, a general meeting of SPUL members agreed to strike if this

-
.

became necessary. The Jery same day, the SPUL president, Joél de la Noiie,

. E : . 17 .
. . received a telephone call, namlng’tﬁg:arbitfator. . Yet it was another
N N : AN - *

month before.the first meeting of the two parties took place in the pre- 2

sence of the arbitrafor, WhS promptly ann&ﬁnced that he whéfléaving for ' s .

3 N

* . a month's vacation. Pespite his absence, the negotiations continued in .
Tt - v : > : T M
. . . . < . : X
August at the insistence of SPUL, in an-attempt to reach a settlement by o
) ) > . “\. . . s " * . ’

the beginning of the academic year on 1 September. By 18 August 1976,

the agreed Reriod of arbitration expired and no significant progress had

. been made. This led the general assemblp.of SPUL members to vote to go

&~ _  ahead with the,stfike. Unusually under the circtumstances, the voting was .
' oy ; . . ' ~

-

~ by secret %ailot, and produced 402 votes for the strike, with\43 against
- - ) T * » A
, and'22faBsteﬁ§ioﬁé;18 Continuing meetings in the following days with the

Vo LN -

. i - e . : '
adninistration did nothing to alter this resolution, and the strike, *

. ’ -

- ’ - L d v
v .

»¢  which wgé to last 108 days, begam on 7 September 1976.. S

~

There was:picketing, but the general tenor of the strike'was of a

.

v'digrified show of force. 'Six hundred and fifey profes§ors turned out to
. pickét the meeting of the governing body, the Conseil de 1'Université,
. : »
. - . < .
on 10 September.' At this time there were.something over 800 members of

U
' 3 -
- .

ot ., - . N . .
SPUL out of a’possible 1084 professors. The strike leaders-were determined
’ > ’ . I

Yo behave correctly and to ayoid'proyocation. .A#eaflet distributed to:

-
.

" the. pickets stressed:

. A

* . » 14
e
- -

17 SPUL leaflet "Chronologie'des’négociafions et tibles des documents," n.d.

8 . ' . -;”_- o - - e “
-Frangoise C6tZ, 'La Gradvée 3 1l'Université Laval: C'est la structure du~ ~» -
pouvoir 3 l'université qui est en cause...," University Affairs, ‘November -

1976, p..3. : : . .

«

" - ¥




-
his'is not thé time fo stupldlfles, as amusing as they
miakt be. ‘Do not take an initiative without consulting
those irn charge of our pic&et. Let us show ourselves in
silence. It is more eloquent.~” CLos

.’ N

the rest, a daily. newsletter began to apoear, the Bo*te a Lettres. -

”

Correspondance- des Lignes, which was less restrained with 1ts 1rreverence,
. ] ~ . ° oL
though remarkably good~humored.- For example, there was soma banter con-:

®

. .O "i ¢
nected ‘with the fact that the faces of their masters on the Corsail de

LY .’ N

"1 Universlte, as they filed in tn\the meeting past them, were totally

LR N

unkhown to the_majority of pidkets. The vice-rector for academic affairs

. L]
was -mistaken by many as a representative of the manual stafr s “union.
. R Y

Another newsfetter produced an inaOinary Lettre Pérsane, a witty comment ’

by 2
on the situntion in 18th centnry prose after the style of Montesquieu. 1
As the strike drew on, hogever, theﬁlea lets became more sSeriocus in

s ,

@
tone avd examined ing etail the points of arieVance. The" rector of
- »

Laval Larkin Kerw1n, fyok no direct part in the altercations at first, ’
bdt rlnally consented to' mett ulth SPUL president Joél de la Note on

[N .

ﬂiz 19 Oetober 1976,$after several days of deadlock in negotiations. After

an apparently encouraging discﬁsslon ‘across the table, the rector then

i-
reneged on some of his werbally promised concessions in a letter to

-de .1a”™ Note the.fol%pwing day,* wvhich presentéd'the "positibns of tke -

Unjiversity on the questions discussed " He d°nied that the ruling of

I L

an appeals committee on disnissals could ever be of a binding nature
. 174 . . . .

L

. v

19 -SPUL leaflet "Les Profesaeurf accuelllent le Conseil de 1 Unlversité,™

ia‘ggggg SPULVnewsletter ”Vouvelles des ngnes,’ 10 Septenber 1976

21 - - -
1 SPUL newsletter '"Boite 3 Lettres - Corresnondance des ngnes, "n.d.,
(“Decouverte d'une Nouvelle Lettré Persane")

\ ~
-
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+I reiterated .yesterday to you that thete is no
' question of the University's conferring on qpch - ¢ .
f v a committeer the powers of 'a tribunal of arbitration.

3‘ -~
Jf/ He also upheldlhis refusdl to accord decisive powers to the departmeﬁtal %5
P - N - : - € ;.. o
assemblies in cases of disagreement with their head .of department. . )
’ ’ = . . . ' . ' .
Kerwin had been adqéant on g.number of occasions that, only if heads ‘ i

o °

» . " of department'and deans retained ultiﬁate.responsibility for decisioﬁ;5

making, would the University be able to‘condqfi,its business "efficiently,

"
.

, without the deiays*impose? by:éonsulting a large. number of people.”Z%r
° These and other positions which had been Qerballﬁ represented rather * )
’ X d1§ferently,<so incensed the members of SPUL by their "lack of justifi- - . e
’ \ ’ } )
cation and tactical coloration" 124 that ‘a petition of qo—confidence was .
¢ . ¢ ! . e s .
-~ : 2 > . ) . N ‘ [
i drggg_gg*fdemanding thé~rectpr's resignation, which had been signed by B
608 p%ofessors‘by 2 November. °Kerwin claimed to have been(miSrepresented, '
y - and ?bmplgined of "psychological warfare" in a letter to all the faﬁulty.
14 “}' . ’ . * .-.'-b ) hd ¢ ‘
) But this shot brought a sharp rebuke from one group of professors:
~ ul s - ' . . '
’ . This lést tactic,\which\cdhsisps*of cormunicating ) T, . ‘{ —
o ' directly with the unionized professors beyond the -
. : 'y - negotiating tabfe, is well-known, and used in the - | .|
S world of labor relacions ds a substitute for nego-
; » » tiations in good faith, with the evident goal of . ;
. " -breaking union solidarity by attempting to.under- . )
mine the credibility of the duly-elected union
- ‘. . representatives. On top of your, frequent recourse N
' to such manoeuvres, you dgre/to assert that the SN
v +  union qfficials are ill-informed: could ‘it be that
: ' * »the information stemming from. your administration . . _—

is not: reliable? Yeed we remind you that this . . N

- ]

22 Kerwin.té de la Noﬁe, 20 6ctobe: 1976.

14

3 Nancy, Sullivan" "Strike of Laval Professors is in Sixth Week,'" University
Axﬁalra, November 1976, p. 2. . . ' o

s .

De la Noiie to Kerwin, 21 October 1976: . ST \ .
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of faculty répresentatives had #dw resigned in support of the strikers.
. co,

[N

'27 iy

i
‘
i
H

041 . -
ébehavipur is extremely characteristic of amti-pnion e
“'employers and that we do+not doubt that youx prowaﬁ“zs ' ‘
. fessional negotiator is very well acquainted with it?™" . L

-
*

Despite finding that intellectual strikers could.be the most infuriating

’
o . P

to deal with, the rector ignored the calls for his resigna;iqn: yet he
: , ' ' Ny Lo T TN
was driven tb undertake decisive steps. He summoned for a spé€cial ses-

. N -

sion from 27-31 October the Conseil de 1'Université, from which a number

<

g%is body then, transmitted to'SPUL twenty-six propositions, represeating
, S

its "final and globa) offer."T\ ' _

~

.In these, the,University still insisted on maintaining the barrier
~ PN / . ) . o . ",
between administrators and faculty. It refused the head of department, -

® . ‘ ‘-
v
S

’ : . N . .
.who chaired-ti§ departmental assembly, actual membership and voting

rights in it, whiéh was‘vgh%peﬁtiy denounced by SPUL as a wilful sabotdge

of collegiality, The head of department was still to be empowered to ,

=2
e - e -

reject outright, in the case of a new or vacant post, the job description

’ . r]

¢ -

. . o S . e
and selection criteria recormended by the assembly. Furthermore, the

S

. e, ; :

tion in appeals against the non-renewal of a professor's contzact (the
Ry o . >

' Y
7 \ N “

administration's euphemism for dismissal). The most it would concede
. b i Lh 4

.

was referral’'to a committee of revision presided over by the vice-rector

- T

|
administration continued to refuse the possibility of impartial arbitra- - l
1

who had ruled against the renm®wal in, the first place, and of which thfee~ -
g .

. . 2
out of the four other members were appointed by the administration.

|
\
.
D
L * . . .

|

*

. A tor .

'Letter of 22 professors to Kerwin, 26 October 1976.
v S .

~

25

26 ’ . . . . . . |
PUL-leaflet "Analyse compdrée des deux’projets de convention’€llective,” .
1 November 1976. . ‘ . - . |

La Gréve & Laval," 1 December 1976,-p. 13. . °,

» »

1
L ]
N
. ' b » .
. ’ N GRS 4 .
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-~

- J
. Past experience had shown these camnittees to be somewhat suspect in / .

.their impartialit}. Furthermore, it seemed that salaries would still .

be awarded at levels decided purely at the head of department s or
R dean's discretion, as’ ever. The "final and global offers" revealed

that the University was still uawilling to institute a formalized

.

salary scale to eliminate,the yawning discrepancies between the sala-
ries of equally qualtified -and experienced people. }t was argued that
individually negotiated salaries were.neceésary in order to take {ntc

.account the "dynamics of the market," and not to risk losing scholars

who might be attracted elsewhere hy.more_favofable salarieé.28 It is

.. hard to see the validity of this argunent In Quebec at least, for all

v

the other universities in the province (to which French-speaking pro-

. «.'feé%S;; would be.most likely td go) already had fixed salary s€ales

(some under renegotiation) by the ‘time. the Laval strike began.

» v

“In short, the sharing of power which the administration was pre-

pared to grant was minimal in real terms: The saciologist, Guy Rocher,
a;negfer ot the Royal Comrission in the sikties, poeinted out in a tele-
¥ . 3 -
. vr 2
. vision interview that this was a province—w1de problen. 9 "In most places,

the formulae for faculty involvement were élready present but generally “

hd k]
- . f .

‘;eﬁ insufficlent, just ,as true’participation in-deciaion-making was merely

illusory. Consultation at the base 1evei, according to Rocher, although
s 3 .o N .
< .
frequent, carried but little weight.” Instead, the administration tended

; S ’
N L
, SPUL newsletter "Boite 2 Lettres - Correspondance des Lignes," 'l5 Sep-
tember 1976, (”Dynanique du marché ou invitation au marchandage )
29 SPUL newsletter "Bofte 3 Lettres - Corresoondance des Llones,' n.d.
. ("Compte rendu de l'entrevue donnée 3 Présent Quebec par Guy Rocher 1e
1undi 13 septembre a 1/n30 'Y.* See also.footnote 18.

. 28

p v

~ ~ 1y
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to centralise power for the sake of efficiency. Rocher called this a

- < .

, h $ e “' - . , : .
}?" . conceptrof 'rystematic no-confidence.'" The heud of department had no .

% N " confidence in the ability of the departmental assembly to make the

' : S, 8 " .

"\ right decision, or at least to reach it quickly enough. The fact that
. ¢ hd «

‘

the real situation}in other Quebec universities was, similar to, if not

a

quite as crass as many aspects af Laval's problems caused many sé¢holars
2 ¥ P P é y 2

, elsewhere to focus their attention on the outcome of the dispute at

\ . \

Laval. For they &sre clear that any structural alterations there would
have. a marked effect on other unions' demands for similar improvements

during 197f. -

+
-~ 2t

- The radical change of government in the Prdvince duxing Nov;mber,

»

. ~ when the Parti Queb6cois took over f;&m the Liberals,;cLeS;ly weakened

]

the Univeréity's position. Whereas most of the aﬂministratogs were old,

Libﬁrals,‘large numbers of the faculty’symﬁathised with the PQ, which in

. turn was dager for opportunities to éhéw that it stoodd on the side of

. progress. Whereas it was felt by some that the previous ggzgzﬁEE;EQ%éd

- encouraged %hé administration's autocratic stand, as facilitating govern-—

*

.o ment control, the éaminist tion tould no longer go to the bargﬁining

table at the ;nd of® Novembep secure in t:I;e knowledge . of governmént. backing,

This facili;ated'cqﬁpromise and the despatch of the collective égreemeng

which might otherwise have been delayed still.longer. It should be nd%éd,.

*

however, that the PQ did not comé&fout in suppoft of the strikérs'but

diplomatically refused to intervene in the étrike; despite, the,presence

®

of three strikers in the new Cabinet! Rather than alienate too . many
B TN . . : .o ,

_ people by its endorsement of radical'measures,‘it preférred to bring more

’
.

btle influence to bear pn the issue by its matked absence of support for

- -~




- ,‘ ' Y e T e -
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_ the uniVersity administration, weakening their position by its own
.

o/ ’ ' .ot
apoarent impartiality and aloofness. . : o ‘

’ )
.

\ ‘f" ‘ After the general assembly of SPUL had rejectgd the Oniversity's <
. . "final and global ofrers on 3 Vovember 1976, there was further dead- . .
lock until an agreement -was reached on outside mediation. By mid- !

1]

. '] ’ .
November, the dean of law at Queen's University, Daniel Soberman,.was
;E . . * - ’ . : " .
- -y . . i LD
< choden to mediate. After a further'month around &Fe table, he maunaged
“ \ .' Ky , ' : ’

) ., to terminate tho strike with the signing d;/a/return-to-wofk agreement .

- Sy SPUL on 23 December 1976. 30 The Offi”l 1 signing of ‘the collective " b

) agreement did not take place dﬁtil 11 January 1977.3 The settlemeny i

was ratified by 532 faculry,’ 834 of those presene at the SPUL meeting ‘ ‘

[} ) ’ ‘ . . '/ @?a

which voted on this. - . : g

&

. Thevcontraet, which runs until-BI‘May.1§78,ibf coursefrepresents.

3 . a compronise, and thus not all the objections of SRUL to the running of

~

“ ' the Univeréity were fu11§ met. A fixed\sdlary-structure, however,’ has

ndylbeen settled. Salary levels are equal throughdut thejhniverbiq‘?‘y
:t(e;cept for the medical faculty). Thie was a demand on VhichLSPUL had
‘ . to ;r;é%e the'impression‘of wide sunbort,\enen‘thbugh it would mean’a ,,—,
loss nf salar& for some « It was felt thatﬁthe profeseors shnuld'he‘l . T

S— -

- * paid a memoers of a university, and not.fgr what they might. be worth on:

" the profhssional market. The Law Faculty, whose members stood to igsa

. the most under the new wage agieement, were unhappy-with this and.are -

’
[

s N ~ ‘ . . . -
-~ . 1 4

e . - ' v

' S s . : »
. '30 Maranda to de-la Yote, 23 December 1976. . ! . -

31 "Convention collective entre 1'Université Laval et le Syndicaﬁ deg
. Professeurs 1975-1978." The salary scale was aoroed to apply retro~
, . ' . actively from 1 June" 1975. - .

. -
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striv*nﬁ for retogqition oF a separate union. THe naJority of this
P

. Faculty did’not gpopgrt SPUL from the first,(and had‘attempted to 1 '

15~ ? ¢
>

retaliate witb its own independent union. A request for accreditation

was refused on 4 June 1976, and a subsequent appeal.rejected on éO Sep~- ;>

__tember 1976 ~ all this in the middle of SPUL s own neoetiations, which |

¥-

‘may have weakened its claim té speak for the entire Laval faculty. 32

A.more satigﬁactory solution has been qeacbed, from the union's

e
3

point of 'view, on the tenure question.33' Probation 1¢ now limited *
. vy ‘1 . . . .
. . . ., . 4 N - ‘.
to a maximum of five years, after &bfth the assistant or ad3unqt pro-

fessor, if his contract is extended, autonatically receives tenure,

- .

-~ . -

even if he remains at the same rank. Hevis now, however, eligible to

¢ . ’
°

apply for ag Yézation (an assocxate prafessorshin), without which tenure
& b JN -~ *,

was previous%y impossiblg. At any séage offhis %aréer when.he is be}ng
evaluated for promotion or contract renewel‘;the\professqr must be - “,

-

file, ou which the decision will: be based,

an

nd to deposit any<additiona].b.

-

- N 4 . , . . -
thereiq.3 Thera is now & much greater guarpntee,ofs job security: even

~
- R E 3

It the gniversfty declares a ubst redundent,git isaobliged} in the case'

[} aG‘ ‘.
4 . IR -'35 .‘«:;,‘3 Y
ofs tenured faculty, to offer a new position to the professor. ™ ° o

. ® .
N .

14
' ~

N T v

‘« ¥ > 4 .

—

Labour Decisions (CCH Canadian Limited }976)~ Para. 14;054: Syndicat
des Professeurs de la Faculté de Droit de 1! Univer31te Laval v.
Syndicat des Professeuts de 1'Université Laval’et al.

W -4
3J -

32

"anventibn,collective...” Article'l§. g ‘ CoL
N T . [ . .8 . ‘ ‘. ) ) ,
534"Ibid._;Article 14.06 and 14.10. . ) T
3 Ibid, Arcicle 17. . O
. A, L . . . JUCE , .
Vo . -y . . 2:: , °© . '




‘ The procedures for selection and hiring are spelt out in gredt:
r " N . - . . N - ) M .
detail *in tHe collective agreement, with full involvepent of the de-.-

-~ A IS

partnental assembly, yet still it remains the administration which '
. oS .

nakes the £inal choftce.36 The. head of départment'must refer his

version qf‘thé job description and §e1eetion criteria, which he makes

. -

in accordance with tim &eparfmental development plan, to the depart-

N mental assembly for its approvai. ‘In the event that the assembly dis-

agrees with‘'it, he must s%mmon a further. meeting within a fortnight ’

either to present a new versfon or to justify again his original pro-

4

department ''then decides on the job description
: &

posal. The head of
. LN .
and .the *special -sélection critetia...'" (my -emphasis - GjG). In other

words, the voice of. the as8embly could theoretically™still, count fof

s,
3 . v

/5 ‘ 1ittle at this stage. .The assembly then elects a,selection committee * *

-

of two to five profeségrs, which, after considering.the‘candidabés, .

submits z list in order of preference of "those whom it considersrsdit-

[} a . ~

able. The whole assembly then undertakes an examinaticn, case by case,
and draws up its own order of prioriﬁy. After this, the head of de-

_ - .
partment writes his "appreciation of the pertinence of the years of

'

“experiqnce of the candidates selected by fhe assembly' and forwards

3 .

- ..
l%uLlist with these comments (and if necessary, the selection committee's
. P .

_opposing comments, and/or his complete ‘disapproval of one or more of the&
o ) “

candidates) to the vice-rector for academic affairs., The latter then

nakes the appoi&tmenﬁ,\§ithou£ being bound to accepé the order of the

e ~ . N
list, or to justify refusing the first‘choice.” If, however, ke rejects
’ . Lt . »

A Ibid. Article 12. . :

’ 23 .




T evaluatlon of a professor, it s solely tho head of departme1t who ge—

v

"

- {
. N .

the entire list,ﬁe nmust call upon the head 8f department to begin’the
A Y . N J ’ -~

process all over again, since he is obliged to appoint somespne fgom an - A

M »

assembly-approved list. Thus the faculty themselves do now choose those-’

fton whom an appointment, will be mhdg; but the final decision remains’-in
‘ ‘ . , . -

the hands of the adminis&rators. . . ’ . . )

, v
B

Whereaq the departmental assembly estgPlishes the criteria for the
®

¢ . N
’

termines prﬁmogions and contract renewals. Howevett the hotly—contested
righ~ of appeal is néw‘writt;n‘into the céilectivé agfeement. The \.' -
appeals comﬁittee consists of one person désignated by theoqiéé—rector

for acgJ°n1c afﬁairs, and‘one hy SPUL, p?e51ded over by a third person

.

aqrawn zron a st:and:v.nfv list of ten, names (agreed upon by both parties)

of Tmembers of the University or persons familiar with tha university'

.

environmeat.” This committee has the power to: . . *
~ a) annul or uphold the necision of non-renewal; \'
b) grant or refuse promotion and’tenure;
) - ¢) order the re—-instatement of a professor; '

d) - establish the level of any compensatign which is justifiedy
e)~ hand down any ruling-which it deems—app;opria*e in the
> ) circumstances. ' - . .

-
-
!

*It.is thus strong enough, aﬂd sufficiently impartial, to correct dis-

» .

-erimingtion or unfair decisions. ’ . w

The position of the heads of department at Laval is still rather

.
»

different from that of their counterparts in the more progressive and

G -

F ’

1ibe§£1 structure of the Universitd du Québec. . A provision in the

1S

- Y
. ~ .
Quebec Labour Code prevents management members from joining a unioh of . T
emnldyaes. ThLS led to some complication when it was attempted o apply ,

<t

this regulation to a unlversity. The rector and deans were held to be .
. *

37 1pid. Arcicle 16.12, 16.14° and 16. 5. . ’




. . . * . ) 2 * .
. / . . . ' - »
o ) - ' 5 . . .
the veritable managers, but what about the heads of departmenteand
- ‘ ~ >

vice-deéans? Labour tribunals(gn the early 1970s ruled that these

officers, elected as they were for a limited time by their colleagues,

- could be considered as eligible for ﬁnion,membership, since at the *e
. i . ¢
Université du Québec, departmenp heads recgived their jnstructions

- from the department, not the university. This is not yet the case
-, . C .
38 :

-

in all the. older udiqsrsiéies.
’ - T ’ ~ ‘. -
« There are HEQ'safeguards, then, ag#inst the.fdtmer sweeping
; ) X -

" powers of the administration, though the latter has not been left in

1
’

a visiny:weak position by the strike settlement. Already in 1977,
< <3, & . '
Voo .

qpe dean of the Law Facugty'ha§ twice tried to hurry'ghroﬁgh a new

appointment, bypassing the new selection procedures on the groundg

-

. of urgency: the assembly brought him to order. One safeguard of the

- ”

due processes is the predominant position of SPUL. Indeed, the col- f?

e =

o .+ lective agreemént describes one of the three prime functions of the
university as "participation" (along with teaching, and the advance-
. . - - Tt ' o

ment of,knowledge). Participatory activities are defined ip it,

.

L}

somewhat tautologically, as thgse which contribute to the functioning .
g g = . ’

’

. .of the university, and union affairs are sﬁecifically’singled out for-
mention.B_9 - ‘

. ~

The question of whether SPUL can continue to assert itsel) vis-

mé-vis the administration will depend on whether support for the 4nion

is majntained. At present, it numbers some 86% of the academic staff.
. - i v -

' N N -

38 csté, p.- 38f. . ' ‘
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39 "69nventién collective...,”" Artjcle 13702 and 13.05. “
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‘ ' ‘As mentioned above, the Law Faculty would opt out at the first oppor-

e 1‘%h “tunity. There.are signs thég ukion support is droppihg slightly at .
" other universities. The unjon. at 1'Cniversité du Québec ¥ Montréal

J ~

¢

D
. -

(UQAg),/for example, in-this winter's strike over the negotiation of y
. . . N .

.

its third collective agreement, lost throujh ‘resignation the support L .
. 24 I S1g PP o
. . - A

. [ (4 .

~:/}i a significant number of faculty from the department of business .
. . R - . A

administration, who announced that they did not believe the strike to

. . . -

D TP 40 . o
be_.an approptiate means of solving the dispute. - Unless the adminis-~ . ..

hY

trators flagrantly‘pi&behave, it may be difficult to mobilise the .
. ¢ 5
entire Laval facuigy far‘a 3fzi§9/qgain, sﬁodld SPUL cbnsider tHiS~A; _ .

- . . -, - " » ' ..,

: necessary during their 1978 ‘negotiations, when the present agreement \ T

\d ’

“

v - expires, )

.
~

It may well be that SPUL would shun strike,action so soon after  °

\ -
~— . .

- ‘the last one betaus “of \the hea&y~financiai burden. The union incurred
+a L oureen- % P

N

- - 4 , ' -
debts of,$800,q66‘;n\strike support, of ghich some SISQ,OOO.Was subsg;_ .

o D

T quently daferfed by the dbntfibubions gf\ﬁﬁioﬁs at other,uniVersities; -
o '.whéc nggg a\fhrth;r ;trike in41978 unlikeiy:¥34thét th% 1976 Laval
strike (ang.a concurfen; o;e ét,thé’Uniqa;sity-of ngbec atrModttéal)‘

. : hgt;*giyen Eirgh to a ngw e%é&is?}on of'enguiry inéd‘highep education

v in Quebec. The Council of Quebec Universities (a governmeng body con-—, i

trolling the budget) has requested th@ Minister of Education to investi-

«gate no% orly the accountebility’of the universities, which now receive anmuall;

. .
- . . -
~ .

©

* * ) . .
- K4
[ » -
3 ' o e

T
D - .

40.”Fa'u1ty now on strike-at two Quebec universities,” ¥niversity Affairs, ° ..

Decenber 1976, » . - i
. - e N - N '

4 : .t - . : .
' * "Laval Strike Ends with Victory for, Faculty," Canadian Association of

.

University Teachers Bulletim, Vol. 25, Mo. ‘1, January 1977, ,p. 1. R
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.

+in particular

. with the auth

P

. remove any immediate.grievances and create a working compromise gPr

’

all concerned

: . 42 . e . .
D trations. ~ While it i§ certain that the government would like to ,

restrict the pover of tMe unions, -it may wgld«ﬁow be.that a‘'report
¢ - ’ ‘ ‘

‘- ' .

some $600 million from the provincial government, but also to examine ,

v

the respective responsibilities of teachers and adminis-
14

% . * ) \

ority of-such a commission will have sdff@gienf force to

- - -, »

. ' '
. v
.

" e 0 .

¢ e .. < ' o )

42 "Vew body

[ ' . ) [P L . - . <
. 3 At " ~

to beset up after controversial Quebec strikes,"

Higher Educz

tion Supplement, 15 April 1977, p. 12. >, »
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